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NOTICE OF SPECIAL CALLED MEETING
Tyler State College
Tyler State College Campus,
100 E. Berta Street, Tyler, Texas
July 24, 1974
DATE:
3:00 p.m. (Committee meetings - 2:00 p.m.)
TIME:
Appraisal of Bid Date for Phase I Construction,
SUBJECT:
Consideration of Addendum to Phase I Plans
and Specifications for Alternate Wall System for Phase I
Construction, and any and all business that may properly come
before the meeting concerning the affairs of Tyler State College.
AGENCY:
PLACE:

r

1;k1A(D
B. H. McVick , M.D.
Chairman, Board of Regents

AGENDA
BOARD OF REGENTS MEETING
TYLER STATE COLLEGE
3:00 p.m., July 24, 1974

I.

Invocation
Approval of Minutes, July 10, 1974 Meeting
REPORT: Each of you has been sent a copy of the Minutes of
the July 10, 1974 meeting of the Board of Regents. Are there
any additions or corrections to the Minutes of the July 10, 1974
meeting?
Motion:
Second:
BOARD ACTION: That the Minutes of the July 10, 1974 meeting
of the Board of Regents of Tyler State College be approved as
written.
(approved)
(disapproved)

•

Approval of Agenda
REPORT: Each of you was furnished a copy of the letter to the
Secrefary of State in accordance with state law, advising him of
this matter and furnishing him a copy of the items to be considered today. Is there a motion to approve the agenda?
Motion:
Second:
BOARD ACTION: That the agenda of the Board of Regents meeting
as presented to the Secretary of State pursuant to state law, be
approved.
(approved)
(disapproved)
IV.

Report of Standing Committees
A. Executive Committee - Regent Dean W. Turner

•

•

B.

Academic and Personnel Committee - Regent Jeff Austin, Jr.

C.

Campus and Building Committee - Regent Neal E. Velvin
1. Appraisal of Bid Date for Phase I Construction
REPORT: Appraisal of bid date for Phase I construction
will be presented by the Campus and Building Committee.
Motion:
Second:
BOARD ACTION: Appropriate Board action will be taken
upon consideration of the report by the Campus and Building Committee.
(approved)
(disapproved)
2. Consideration of Addendum to Phase I Plans and Specifications for Alternate Wall System for Phase I Construction

•

REPORT: An addendum to Phase I plans and specifications
for an alternate wall system for Phase I construction will
be presented by the Campus and Building Committee for
consideration by the Board of Regents.
Motion:
Second:
BOARD ACTION: Appropriate Board action will be taken
upon consideration of the report by the Campus and Building Committee relative to an addendum to Phase I plans
and specifications for an alternate wall system for Phase I
construction.
(approved)
(disapproved)

V.

•

D.

Finance and Appropriations Committee - Regent C. Quentin Abernathy

E.

Legal Committeb - Regent Robert G. Schleier

Report of Special Committees

•

VI.

Unfinished Business

VII.

New Business

VIII.

Adjournment
Motion:
Second;
Time:
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MINUTES

Special Called Meeting of

BOARD OF REGENTS
TYLER

STATE

COLLEGE

Held on the Campus of
Tyler State College

July 24, 1974

•

The Board of Regents, Tyler State College, convened at 3:00 p.m.,
July 24, 1974, with five members present: Chairman B. H. McVicker, MD,
David K. McKie, C. Quentin Abernathy, Robert G. Schleier, and Neal E.
Velvin. Regents Jeff Austin, Jr., H. J. McKenzie, Jack C. Morgan, and
Dean W. Turner were absent.
Also present were Dr. Billy L. Turney, Vice President for Academic
Affairs; John R. Sawyer, Vice President for Fiscal Affairs; L. J. Grubbs,
Director of Physical Plant and Resident Engineer; and Mrs. Lou Love,
Secretary to the President.
Others in attendance were the Reverend Jack Worsham, Associate
Minister of Marvin United Methodist Church; Wallie E. Scott, Jr.,
William T. Steely, Edmond S. Abboud, and Billy S. Jumper from the
architectural firm Caudill Rowlett Scott,
The meeting of the Board of Regents, Tyler State College, was called
to order by Chairman B. H. McVicker, MD.

•

ITEM I.

•

INVOCATION

The Reverend Jack Worsham, Associate Minister of Marvin United Methodist
Church, Tyler, brought the invocation for the opening of the meeting of the
Board of Regents of Tyler State College.
ITEM II.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF EXECUTIVE SESSION

Chairman B. H. McVicker, M.D. announced there will be an executive session
during the course of the meeting.
ITEM III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF JULY 10, 1974

On motion of Regent McKie, seconded by Regent Abernathy, the Board of
Regents approved the Minutes of the meeting of July 10, 1974.
ITEM IV.

•

REPORT FROM LEGAL COMMITTEE

Regent Schleier, Chairman of the Legal Committee, reported that the committee
has been furnished with a copy of the proposed Rules and Regulations of the
Board of Regents of Tyler State College by the Legal Committee. Regent
Schleier stated that the form furnished to and used by Mr. Harry Loftis, Legal
Counsel, was entitled "Rules and Regulations, Board of Regents, State Senior
Colleges" which form had tentative approval of this Board to the extent it would
not conflict with the Board of Regents of Tyler State College. The Legal
Committee had revised same and was of the opinion that the form was for use
by a Board governing the several state senior colleges. These Rules contain
various references to committees which are to some extent similar but their
composition and scope differ from our By-Laws and would include transfer of
some of this Board's responsibilities to a "local Committee" and would also
provide for an executive director with the responsibilities similar to our
president. The Legal Committee recommends that the Rules and Regulations
should be revised to be compatible with the By-Laws of the Tyler State College
Board of Regents.
BOARD ACTION: Regent Schleier moved, and Regent Abernathy seconded,
that the proposed Rules and Regulations be revised to conform to the By-Laws
of this college and that all provisions including references to an executive
director, co-chairman and committees other than those authorized by the
Board's By-Laws be deleted. Motion carried unanimously.
ITEM V.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Regent Schleier moved, and Regent McKie seconded, that the agenda of the
Board of Regents meeting as presented to the Secretary of State pursuant to
state law be approved. Motion carried Unanimously.

S

ITEM VI.

PRESIDENT'S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the absence of President Stewart, Vice President John R. Sawyer
gave the following report:
Vice President Sawyer reported on the budget request hearing
concerning the needs of Tyler State College for the 1976-1977
biennium conducted by the Governor's Budget Office, the
Legislative Budget Board, and the Coordinating Board, Texas
College and University System, held on the University of Texas
at Arlington campus Friday, July 19, 1974, and attended by
Dr. Stewart and Mr. Sawyer.
Not only were the men involved in the hearing interested and
enthusiastic about the Tyler State College program, Mr. Sawyer
stated, but they were highly complimentary of the efforts of our
institution to this point. There was a great deal of excitement
among the staff members pursuant to the School of Technical and
Vocational Studies and asked many questions about this area.
The comprehensive discussion pertaining to the facilities program
was received very well by the staff members.

•

BOARD ACTION: Received as information.
ITEM VII.

CONSIDERATION OF ARCHITECTURAL PLANNING
REPORT

Regent Neal E. Velvin, Chairman of the Campus and Building Committee,
introduced members of the Caudill Rowlett Scott architectural firm:
President Wallie E. Scott, Project Director William T. Steely, and
Engineers Edmond S. Abboud and Billy S. Jumper. Regent Velvin
asked Mr. Steely to comment on the alternate wall system and the change
in proposal.
Mr. Steely stated that several contractors have been in contact with his
office relative to the bidding form and he would like for the Regents to
consider simplifying the bidding form but not to change the restrictions.
There will not be a separate price on individual buildings but a base bid
and the alternates. This will not affect base proposal #1 but it takes out
proposals #2 through #7.
Mr. Steely further stated that a number. Of bidders are waiting for the
result of this meeting today. Some cannot get bids in by July 31, the
original date for submission. A poll among contractors showed that they

•

preferred a bid date of August 15 through September 15, and Mr. Steely
recommended that it be set for September 5, 1974.
The architects have completed the necessary drawings and specifications
to include the alternate wall system as proposal #8 and is ready to go to
the printers and then sent to the bidders, Mr. Steely reported. As per
instructions in the previous Board meeting, the architects have made a
few changes to the structural system. The contractors are also waiting
to receive the alternate wall system is another reason for postponing
the bid date.
BOARD ACTION: Received as information.
ITEM VIII.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Chairman McVicker convened the Board meeting into executive session
for the purpose of discussing contracts at 3:30 p.m. and reconvened the
meeting at 4:00 p.m.
ITEM IX.

ARCHITECTURAL PLANNING

Chairman McVicker asked Mr. Wallie Scott to report on behalf of his
firm.
Mr. Scott reported that in talking with contractors, the September 5, 1974
bidding date would improve chances of getting more bids and the proposals
should be simplified to make for a better bidding climate.
Board members questioned the engineers relative to foundation and
structure. The engineers were unanimous in stating that they felt that
they had designed a structurally sound building and would stand behind
their plans. The engineers have been in conference calls with Mr. Douglas
Flatt relative to the soil testing and they have every confidence in Mr.Flatt's
report.
Articulation between the Board and the architects followed relative to
questions that have presented themselves in the course of architectural
planning. One item discussed was the misunderstanding between CRS
architects and E. Davis Wilcox, the Tyler architect representing CRS.
The Board urged the CRS representatives to try to resolve their differences.

•

Another question raised was the plan of action if the bids came in too high.
Mr. Scott assured the Board that the architects will do everything within
reason to see that the Board is able to build the base bid or the alternate

•

proposal.
BOARD ACTION: Received as information.
ITEM X.

CHANGE OF BID DATE

After discussing the advantages of changing the bid date for the project
proposal, the following action was taken:
BOARD ACTION: Regent Schleier moved, and Regent Abernathy seconded,
that without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of June 26, 1974
and July 10, 1974 relative to construction documents and subject to them,
that the bid date be postponed to September 4, 1974. Motion carried
unanimously.
ITEM XI.

PROPOSAL CHANGE

After considering the advantages of proposal change as outlined by Project
Director William T. Steely, the following action was taken:

•

BOARD ACTION: Regent Schleier moved, and Regent Velvin seconded,
that without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of the June 26, 1974
and the July 10, 1974 relative to construction documents and subject to them,
that the bid proposals be changed as outlined by Project Director William T.
Steely, which is the elimination of proposals #2 through #7, and that the
Board request the contractors to list their major subcontractors, specifically
mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and structural steel, and their prices
on the proposal form. Motion carried unanimously.
ITEM XII.

ALTERNATE EXTERIOR WALL SYSTEM

After considering the alternate exterior wall system as prepared by the
CRS architectural firm, the following action was taken:
BOARD ACTION: Regent Schleier moved, and Regent Velvin seconded,
that without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of the June 26, 1974
and the July 10, 1974 meeting relative to construction documents and subject
to them, the distribution of the exterior wall alternate #8 for inclusion in
the forthcoming addendum. Motion carried unanimously.
ITEM XIII.

•

CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONAL SITE CLEARING

Regent Velvin reported that the Campus and Building Committee has looked
into the possibility of clearing additional area at the upper end of the lake
site with the work being done as an extension to the contract with Loggins
Construction Company not to exceed $3,500.

•

BOARD ACTION: Regent Abernathy moved, and Regent Schleier seconded,
that the Board of Regents approve the extension to the contract with
Loggins Construction Company for additional site clearing at the upper end
of the lake area if it does not interfer with any proposed building and subject
to CRS approval, and further, that the cost of this additional project not
exceed $3,500. Motion carried unanimously.
XIV.

APPRECIATION TO CRS

The Chairman of the Board and the Chairman of the Campus and Building
Committee expressed appreciation to the CRS representatives for the
work their firm has done collectively.
XV.

ADJOURNMENT

On motion of Regent Abernathy, and seconded by Regent McKie, the
Board adjourned at 6:10 p.m.

D\avi

APPROVED:

B. IT. McVicker, M.D., Chairman

K. Mc •e, ‘.\
Se t retar
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TYLER STATE COLLEGE

S

Report on Budget Hearing Meeting in Arlington
July 19, 1974

The budget request hearing for Tyler State College conducted by the
Governor's Budget Office, the Legislative Budget Board, and the
Coordinating Board at the University of Texas at Arlington campus last
Friday was very successful. We found the seven staff members from
the three agencies mentioned above to be very interested in the report
which Vice President Sawyer and I made to them concerning the needs of
Tyler State College for the 1976-1977 biennium.

•

Of course, these staff members had studied our written report containing our biennial request prior to our hearing, and therefore our
report consisted primarily of relating to them something about the goals
and objectives of the academic and institutional program generally of
Tyler State College. Not only were these men interested and enthusiastic
about our program, they highly complimented the efforts of Tyler State
College to this point and felt that our request was well prepared and well
presented. Certainly, Vice President Sawyer, Vice President Turney,
the deans, faculty and other staff members deserve a great deal of
credit for the total effort of making this very comprehensive biennial
request which touches every segment of the university.
There was a great deal of excitement among the staff members pursuant
to the School of Technical and Vocational Studies. The staff members from
the Governor's Office, especially, asked many questions about this area
and, of course, we had an excellent opportunity to explain some of the
objectives for which we are working in this School. The group was
interested in our new Nursing degree, various programs in the allied
health areas such as medical technology, inhalation therapy, radiology
and our plans for other areas in the allied health field. Likewise, they
were interested in the development of other programs related to the
improvement of various vocational areas such as law enforcement and
computer science.
The comprehensive discussion pertaining to our facilities program was
received very well by the staff members. They understood fully why we
needed to continue our efforts to build the campus in order to continue
our growth in our academic programs. Also, they were conversant with
the general trend of increased prices for the cost of construction and
certainly understood the logic for our submission at a higher per square
foot cost.
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Copies of any and all attachments may be secured from the
Office of the President, Tyler State College.

•

•

THE MINUTES
July 24, 1974

•

Chairman McVicker presiding.
Invocation given by Rev. Jack Worsham, Associate Minister of Marvin
United Methodist Church, Tyler.
The chairman announced an executive session during the procedings.
McKie reported that the Minutes of the June 26, 1974 meeting were approved
on July 10, 1974 at the time the resolution was considered and approved.
He asked that the wording in the report given by Wallie Scott be changed from
"at length" to "briefly".
Report by Legal Committee:

•

Regent Schleier: You may want to consider a general policy statement.
The Legal Committee has been furnished with a proposed Rules and Regulations as prepared by the Legal Counsel. The Rules and Regulations
furnished the Board by the Coordinating Board are the ones used by the
four state teachers colleges. There are numerous references to an
executive director and co-chairman instead of vice chairman. The Legal
Committee thinks this is not compatible with the By-Laws . It is
recommended that the Rules and Regulations be amended to conform with
the wording in the By-Laws.
Regent Schleier moved, and Regent Abernathy seconded, that the proposed
Rules and Regulations be revised to conform to the By-Laws of this college
and that all provisions including references to an executive director, cochairman and committees other than those authorized by the Board's
By-Laws be deleted. Motion carried unanimously.
Regent Schleier moved, and Regent McKie seconded, that the agenda as
presented to the Secretary of State be approved.
The Academic and Personnel Committee had no report.
The Finance and Appropriations Committee had no report.
The Executive Committee had no report.
Vice President Sawyer reported for the president. (Mr. Sawyer read report
prepared by President Stewart on the budget hearing at the University of Texas
at Arlington campus on July 19, 1974.)
Chairman McVicker: Mr. Sawyer, how do you feel about the meeting'7

•

Mr. Sawyer: All representatives showed interest in the ongoing programs
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at Tyler State College and were quite impressed.
anything negative that developed at the meeting.

•

There really wasn't

Regent Velvin: Reporting for the Campus and Building Committee:
Regent Velvin: We have representatives from CRS with us today. Mr. Steely
has several proposals including an alternate. Mr. Steely will give details
on the alternate and change in proposal.
Mr. Steely: Changes this proposal form. We have gotten input from
associate architects and bidders. We have been trying to simplify the
bidding form. We have input from local sub -contractors. We are trying to..
We have no indication that no bidders on individual buildings. Our proposals
through 7 are out for bids. I am not suggesting any changes for proposal.
It is hard to get these break -down prices.
Regent Abernathy:
They submit on the entire project, they are required
to submit on individual buildings?
Steely:

That is correct.

Abernathy: Are we not getting bids?

•

Steely: We are getting bids. They are required to do a lot more paper work
to bid on total and individual.
Abernathy: When they bid on total, they are required to submit on alternate?
Steely: You will not have a separate price on individual buildings.
have on the base bids and the alternates.

You will

Velvin: Some of the local contractors wanted to bid. ..
Steely: Just having it on there just complicates.
is is complex.

We have had input that

Velvin: Ray Loggins said there were too many items in there to bid.
too confusing to him.

It is

Steely: This is not affecting base proposal of #1. Takes out proposals 2
through 7. That is a major change in the proposal form. We asked the
major contractors to name their sub -contractors.
Abboud: We will know who they are and the cost.

•

Scott: This is a long time squabble for 50 years. Major subs want their
prices broken out. We are asking that you allow us to name the sub -contractors.
We need to know where your money is and where it might be going. We are
convinced that the plans are economical.
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Schleier: The sub-contractors were not aware that they would be named.
He very much wanted to be named or else bid separately.
Steely: We have had a lot of discussion on this and I don't think it hurts the
big contractor and it helps the sub -contractor. I think the major subs should
be named. ..mechanical, plumbing, structural steel.. .
Steely: As for the bid date, we have a lot of builders waiting for a result of
this meeting. Some can't get bids in by July 31. We have polled a lot of
contractors for preferred date. We have had dates from August 5 through
September 15. I recommend that we move bid date to September 5. We feel
that it gives us the majority of bidders and the lowest bid price. Some of
the bidders are waiting to pick up plans because they did not want to bid
by July 31.
Chairman McVicker: How strong are you on that?
August 31 or September 5?

Is it a coin toss for

Steely: Two or three bidders have given us the September 5. It varies
how far the contractors were into the bidding. A call from Dallas - Bates
criticized the complexity of plans and they can bid in August. (Mr. Steely
read the list of those who have picked up plans.) (Read letter requesting
extension of bid date. )
Scott: We seem to have a majority of people saying first week of September
would be better than August 31.
Steely: If you prefer Wednesday, September 4, it would be just as well.
Keep the 2:00 p.m. hour.
Chairman McVicker: We usually meet on Wednesday and we want as many
of our Board present.
Velvin: How long will this take to open bids?
Steely: It should take about an hour with this simplified form.
McKie:

The first week of September is about the time we first approved..

Steely: The input we get is the complex project needs more time.
to pick up additional bidders.

We hope

Chairman McVicker: If you bid it no later than August, which one do you
think would not bid?
Steely: This letter indicates Bates cannot bid in August. Beck late August
or early September. If we could have done this last week, we could have
given last week in August.
Steely: The other item: We have completed necessary drawings and
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•

specifications to include the alternate wall system as #8. It is ready to
be printed and sent to bidders. As per instructions in previous Board meeting, we have done a few changes to structure system. The contractors are
also waiting to receive the alternate wall system.
Chairman McVicker called for an executive session.
Regent McKie moved, Regent Abernathy seconded, motion carried that the
Board convene into executive session at 3:30 p.m.
The Board reconvened at 4 p.m.
Chairman McVicker: Mr. Scott, would you like to address the Board?
Scott: I just want to make a final summation. I think the September' 5 date
will improve things which is a part of our job. We try to poll the market
places by being on the phone with contractors and the September 5 is our
best date. According to the proposal, we should simplify the proposal to
make for a better bidding climate. We have a bad situation in the market
place and anything that we can do such as change dates will be to your
advantage. We believe in what we are recommending to you.

•

Chairman McVicker: About your alternate.
interest of some members of the Board.

The fcatings are the prime

Steely: Regardless of whether you have base bids or alternates, we feel
that we are correctly designed as to soil report and loads on the building.
I will stand behind the plans.
Scott:Two or our lead engineers are with us this afternoon and since this
question has arisen we have done rethinking - and we have done many buildings
in the area. We have the soil report and we believe the man who made the
report. We have tried to think of the types of footing and we think what we
have done is structurally sound and we think we have some good soil on the
site. This can be some of the most stable soil. This soil does not swell
up when it rains. He went back to his men and they assured him that the
foundation was structurally sound.
Chairman McVicker: There are some references that you made to
Mr. McKenzie that the wall system will be designed similar to Mr. McKenzie's
thinkings. Is it your feeling that it was designed according to his thinking')

•

Scott: I think I know what Mr. McKenzie is thinking. Mr. Steely said
Mr. McKenzie had suggested a conventional wall with a stud behind. I
had not seen that but my comment to him was conventional wall and that is
what I assumed he wanted and I have no apology.
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•

Jumper: The alternate wall system has no effect on the foundation. The
weight of the wall is carried to the foundation through the wall structure.
The soils question has been re -looked at. We have been in conference calls
with Mr. Douglas Flatt and I have every confidence inhis report. We
reviewed the drawings with Mr. Flatt and we have followed his recommendations. He is in complete agreement with our plans. There were no disagreements whatever. As far as bearing on different departments
Mr. Flatt assured himself that we had deposited the weight of the building
on each strata and it is the same type of soil he recommended. We followed
his suggestions exactly to the letter. This fits into the science of soil
analysis. As an engineer, I have every confidence in Mr. Flatt. I have
no qualms on the foundation plans. Attended University of New Mexico,
active engineer for 14 years and handled major projects before.
Chairman McVicker: I think. . . I don't speak for the Board but as an
individual, I think we certainly have good architects in CRS and we should
have authority to see what you do. . and we are liable for law suits. . and
we have to take this job seriously and I think their input is very honest. You
probably will never find a Board of more individuals. Excluding me, you
have all captains and no privates which is a good healthy thing. I think as
far as work, you won'tfind a harder working bunch.
Their intent is very
good and everyone has had their input. I 'feel that we have a good firm in
CRS and we should look at it as a team effort and bring this closer together.
We will continue to have input but always try to reach a sound judgment
within the frame work of our responsibilities. I will turn this over to
Mr. Velvin.
Regent Velvin: Here is a comment about Mr. McKenzie (read letter from
Mr. McKenzie). Do you have any comments on Mr. McKenzie's letter?
Steely: You can do certain things with sarabond.
Abboud: In both situations the weight of the wall is carried through the
column to the footing. Sarabond wall is supported by 4 in both cases which
goes through column.
Beyond that it was what Bill Steely says. Weight
of walls are carried to each floor level.
Regent Schleier: (Talking about Mr. McKenzie's letter) He said without
the slightest amount of deflection. Is there validity to his statement?
Jumper: The major part of the motion is during construction. If there is
any deflection there will be corresponding settlement in the footings. Biggest
part will occur during construction. I don't think we will throw weight through
walls. That beam is resting right on good baring soil. This puts a very low
weight on the bearing soil.

•

Abboud: These girders are 4 feet deep and it takes a lot of weight to deflect.
Floors in the building are four feet deep.
Regent Schleier: Even if the shift occurred, what possibility exists that
there will be a shift, what have you provided for in your plans for possible
deflection?
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Abboud: We have taken the possibility of the shift. .
Regent Schleier: Because of Mr. McKenzie's steadfast point. . We are not
unhappy with CRS but because these things were raised, we feel that we must
iron out the differences.
Regent Velvin: Building as designed is the best way you feel to design the
building.
Regent Schleier: There are several alternates but this is the best way in
your view?
Steely: Yes,, the building is designed for every member to be able to carry
the load for which it was designed.
Regent Velvin:

That situation is better for panelized than laid in place brick.

The condition is less than two walls on two buildings on a five building
Steely:
campus.
Velvi.n: If from the start you had not even considered panelized bria,
the arrangement been different in the other wall?

•

Jumper: Not necessarily.

would

It could be obtained either way.

Steely: Starting from the very beginning. . I think we would have ended the
same way we started. It is hard to go back to the beginning.
Scott: If we had started with the conventional wall, the problem would be as
detailed as it is now.
Chairman McVicker: With the soil. . you have donedike it is?
Scott: Yes.
Steely: The very beginning of the structural decisions goes back to the very
beginning.

•

Scott: Forces when you design a building includes cost, fine educational plant
(esthetically), structurally sound. . . you have all these things facing you when
you design a building. Our engineering seals are on these plans and we have a
lot at stake. It hurts me to think that some people think we are not responsible
architects. We want this to be a monument to all our work. . yours and ours.
It is tough enough to build a building when we are all pulling together. CRS
has hundreds of schools behind us with 27 years of experience. We have
received many awards of excellence all over the country and we are trying
hard. There are some mistakes in the plans but we made the best judgment
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and we will correct any mistakes that work out. We have had cost increases
of 100% in some materials. We are trying to get plans as quickly as possible
and get building on the way.
We thought we had talked with you about the best
air conditioning system for the best money. Every decision we have made we
have tried to make to your benefit. What I am talking about is team work.
Velvin: That is true.
Scott: Our latest estimate is things that have happened to us in the last 5
months. This information is out of our control. We had in the estimate in
January a balanced budget. Even in that budget we had $350,000 for the
unforeseen market condition.
Velvin: We are familiar with everything you did except the budget.
Scott: The market place has murdered us.
money when the bids come in.
Velvin:

But we may not be out of the

There are a lot of this we would like to discuss with you.

Chairman McVicker: I think we could act

on the proposal changes.

Schleier: Are you encompassing the alternate wall system?
Steely: It is already in the proposal.
Schleier: What proposal is suggested that we act on
Chairman McVicker: What the chair would like is what the architects have
presented. They are non-controversial. I think the proposal would not be
controversial. The proposal changes are agreeable to me.
Scott: The three proposals would be to change the loi.c] date, simplify the
bid proposals, and give approval to issue plans for an alternate wall system.
Schleier: I would propose we cover all three at one time.
Chairman McVicker: We can't cover them all at one time.
proceed with your interrogation.

Mr. Velvin,

Velvin: We have a drawing of the wall. . do you know what I am talking about.
Steely: I think . .

•

Velvin: Our system versus your system. . is your system less likely to
crack ?
Steely: We have faith in our system and design.
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Jumper: Both systems are properly designed. . if both systems are properly
engineered and construction work is properly done, each system is not likely
to crack over the other. I have seen buildings . . the straight walls . .
failure can be caused by improper design or executed.
Scott: The plaque on the building. . there is where you don't want a crack to
occur.
Velvin: The steel situation and steel bidders. One of our concerns is that it
would not be a competitive situation. Tell the Board.
Steely: Generally a system. . one reason for the selection and use is the
availability of steel. We polled some steel people and the indication was 13
weeks, 14 weeks, 16 weeks, 17 weeks, and another firm needed 9 months
and we feel the system lends itself to early delivery. The current bid list of
steel companies we have indicates that four companies in Houston are bidding.
Dallas, Fort Worth. . and we have assurances that three or four others will
be bidding.

•

Scott: We feel like we will have six bidders (showed mimeograph sheet of
steel fabricators). The structural system is not uncommon and the advantages
are early delivery time, very economical, very competitive, with other systems.
Not too unconventional. We can get it quickly and early. We are going to
figure every piece after construction figures. . the size of steel. . and then we
will do our engineering on it. For many years we put weight and size on plans
but we will now put the weight and size after contractor tells us exactly what
he wants. On a conventional basis, the contractor says it will be nine to
ten months.
Velvin: And you will go back to check on studs?
Steely: The function will be design to be compatible.
for design.

We are responsible

Jumper: We require them to give us their seal and we are still responsible.
McKie: I recall that steel will not be a major problem if we pre -bid.
Scott: That is why we went this way.
Chairman McVicker: It really increases your work '
Jumper: To a certain extent.
it takes a higher quality.

•

I think the effort involved in either system. .

Velvin: What are disadvantages?
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Abboud: I don't know any disadvantages.
Chairman McVicker: One disadvantage is that you don't have a clear, clean
package that a layman can understand. I can see that you work harder this
way than having every girder specification given.
Scott: On one job we warned the contractor that he was going to get steel
very quickly and the contractor didn't believe it. The steel came in so
quickly it was unbelievable.
Velvin: What about space?
amount of space.

Walls?

Columns?

We are losing a certain

Scott: This occurs in only two walls in two buildings.
Steely: We did a science building in Colorado. .
Scott: The depth of the windows are set in. . we have calculated sun angle
that saves on energy. Our opinion is when you try to make these beautiful
you should make it work for your advantage as well.
Steely: I know the angle of the window is a very strong design.

•

McKie: Was that designed to serve energy?
Steely: Both to save energy and make it look beautiful. We think we have
the best compromise. Too much glass lets in heat, too little windows - nothing
to see.
Jumper: We are building a building on a sloping site.
this a design. .

We are trying to get

Velvin: We talked about footing. .
Jumper: The soil itself cannot tell whether footing is round or square but a
long narrow footing does make a difference.
Abboud: All the footings we have are on the same soil strata.
Velvin: I have so much to talk about that is not relevant to wall system.
Chairman McVicker: I think everything should be laid on the table.
Velvin: I think one question brought up should be discussed.
slab under the walls. . do you think that is a good idea?

•

Jumper: Depends on site and wall.

Using a thick
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Velvin: It has been brought up before and we need to settle it.
going to have three feet. .

The site is

Jumper: The soil testing. .
Abboud:

The number of 90%. .

Jumper: If that is not in there we need to have it. .
Abboud: It did specify. .
Scott: Your point is well taken and if it is not in there we will put it in
there.
Velvin: Under the slab there is a large area that should be undisturbed
soil.
Jumper: This is a part of the construction - if any on fills under a footing.
If they have undercut, they will be pouring concrete if it isn't presently
specified, it will be.

•

Jumper: Back filling (in specifications, see page 4, section 602.04. )
Velvin: What is your situation with Mr. Wilcox?
Scott: I think as I said we are not ready to report to you on that. It is not
unknown to all thatwe have differences on the plans. Our contract designates
CRS as your architect and the ultimate responsibility for the drawings is ours.
The differences with Wilcox have not been resolved. We have attempted to
resolve. He offered to come down to Houston to draw up another structural
system. I was startled that he said this. Later, I invited him to come to
Houston and go over these things. He said if we are not going to draw up
another structural system he was not going to come. The differences seem
rather deep and I don't know whether we can resolve it.
It is like now to
show you we are prudent men and responsible for plans.
Velvin: Do you know any of the specifications he is talking about?
Scott: His plans are as he stated to the Board. Conventional system versus
our system. He mentioned re -drawing the foundation system. Wilcox
recommends a conventional foundation system. There are other minor ones
but these are major ones.

•

Chairman McVicker: Is CRS our architects? If they are, do we have faith
in them and do they have faith in us? Our contract is with CRS.
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Velvin: Mr. Wilcox has spoken. . and a lot of people know him and some
people like him and some don't. It seems that both of you have your backs
up. Of course, you don't have to do anything about it for us.
Scott: It worries us as professionals. I don't think we have our backs up
but we do have an obligation with you. It is essential that we work together
and not pull against each other. It has to be resolved one way or another.
Abernathy: Of course we have many differences as individuals. But it boils
down to the best interest of the institution. We have to get the most for the
money that we have to spend and it has been said that actually with some
changes we could get the entire phase 1 done with our tax money rather than
taking bids and having to reject them and putting contractors to the work of
bidding and having to reject them. It appears that we will have to reject
There are some errors.
I believe you told me you
bidson 1 through 7.
had never been off . . maybe 4%. We were out of your last estimate 1 and 1/2
million. This suggests as to revision may bring us within the budget.
Schleier: The thing that you are absolutely correst as to our legal responsibility. Dave has experience and is highly respected architectural firm and
you are in disagreement on major things. I would urge you and Dave get
together and ultimately we would get the most for our dollars.

•

Scott: To go back and change this basic system in these buildings would
be a drastic thing and cost a lot of money. You would have to practically
start over. We have spent the time with you and the fee you paid us to
prepare our plans to the best advantage. This could go on and on.
Schleier: What I would like to see with your structural people here and
Dave's structural people . . you and Dave would give a little and we would
have more unity. We need to exhibit more unity for spending money.
Abernathy: We have trust and faith in you and Dave Wilcox.
both so different.

And you are

Scott: Why don't you go with us and see?
Abernathy: We plan to go, I am sure.

•

McVicker: We are getting into the areas we already know about. We are
trying to revive a horse that has already died. We have CRS as our architect. They selected a local architect who is well qualified, He is employed
by CRS and they selected him. We had no part in employing Wilcox. CRS
is our prime architect. I think. . he is a local man. . and a very fine
architect. He is working with CRS but we are looking to CRS to design the
building and Wilcox is to assist. That is not design.
We have a responsibility to you
to get the most for the money for you and that is our basic responsibility

Scott:

The one thing that I hope you realize.
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and charge. Now we know how to draw up a cheaper building than we have
here. We have made this -decision together and spent money and time to
draw up plans together. We are committed to get the most for your money.
We can change the building plans
We can change anything you approve.
to get within your money. Legally you cannot say to us to draw us another
set of plans. If the bids come in way out of the money, then we are obligated
to work with you to get cost of buildings down to get in your money.
Velvin: Anything we have we can cut, is that what you are talking about when
you say it is your responsibility to do it. . to stay within the money that is
the only choice we are going to have. Whack off a building?
Scott: We can cut anything in the project within reason. We can change the
exterior to wood shingles if that would bring it within the money and if you
would approve it. You probably wouldn't approve it but we would have to
work the drawings to bring that building within the cost that would meet your
costs if we had to draw all the details to do the exterior walls in wood shingles.
It is our responsibility.
Velvin: Do we have that choice?

•

Scott: You do within reason. Legally you couldn't say to us, well, just draw
me another set of plans. The contract says you will work with us in trying
to get the cost back down to a satisfactory level. I realize that is an ambiguity in there but it certainly doesn't give you the right to say if the bids
come in within the money you have no right legally to do what you want to
do but you would owe us our fee if you said you want a complete set of plans
or you're out. This is an unreasonable thing on your part but we have it in
our contract with you that we are obligated to work with you and you are
obligated to work with us in trying to get the cost of that building down where
you can build it.
Velvin: Well, what I want to know is what are our choices
Is our choice
going to have to cut off the building, cut out the playing field. . ?

•

Scott: Let me tell you some of the things. We are asking in the proposal
to break out the mechanical cost. That is going to tell us if it is out of line.
We have had a lot of mechanical bids in our time and we know - our engineers
are going to be able to tell. Now there is some extra capacity in those
mechanical plans for the next phase. We told you that. . we wrote that in
there. . we put it in there but it could be we are going to have to cut that out
when the bids come in if the mechanical bids are just wrong. So it is those
kinds of judgments we are going to be having to make. You can literally
look at anything in the building. We can look at the ceiling. . the lighting
system. . the floor covering system. . the wall systems. . the mechanical
systems. . you can just literally. . and that's what we are going to do. When
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it's all out of whack . . and heaven forbid. . but if it does happen, we start
down through those plans and we just go completely through them and we see
where we can change it to something that will be more economical that is
acceptable to you.
Velvin: There are the things we will do then before we eliminate any building
or eliminate anything?
Steely: It is the choice in front of you. It's the prices that come in that will
determine the decisions you are going to want to make. . 1% over, 20% over,
10% under. .
Scott: That is going to tell us where we are.
Steely: You are going to look at your alternates. One bidder may put twice
the price on one alternate as the next bidder but he may not be low. The
determination of which alternate you might want to take. . you can design
a building at the bid table almost.
Abernathy: You are eliminating one building almost. .

•

Scott: No, no, you still have some alternates.
McKie: Mr. Scott, I believe this is what Neal is asking. . what choice do
Suppose it comes in two million over what we have and then can
we have?
you say. . it is type of building you want designed for this school so you are
going to have to cut off one building, then we can get it in the project. We
say, no, we don't want to cut off anything, we still want all those square feet
so let's put wood shingles - you used that example - so you say, you have
an obligation to work with us within the budget to get what we need. Is this
decision. .
Scott: Within reason?
McKie: Well, let's use an example. Are you within reason to say, well,
wood shingles isn't going to give you the product you want. . you will have
to eliminate a building. Is that within reason? Alright, is it within reason?
We say, yes, wood shingles is what we want. We want all buildings. Is that
what we are asking, Neal?
Scott: To many people that is within reason because we have had many
projects where there were a number of buildings and when we went through
telling the people what we could do. . we said, look, we can make the exterior
wood shingles and they decided as a Board, they decided, no, I'd rather leave

•
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that building off out there rather than do it all in wood shingles because we
want quality buildings - we want a certain quality to this building.
McKie: I still don'tknow whose decision it is.
Velvin: I'm trying to ask what Dave is trying to ask. If we get the bids in
and we have a choice to make this building wood shingles to stay within the
money and have all our buildings - that will be one choice. The other
choice will be to eliminate the building. Do we have those two choices?
Scott: Yes.
Schleier: When we're talking about the bids being in the money - whose money?
Are you talking about our budget of $8 million or this last figure of $ 10 1/2 9
Scott: Your budget.
Schleier: Alright. I wanted to make this clear. I have one other question.
Did I understand you gentlemen to say you have checked with Doug Flatt on the
wall system and that he. .
Steely: No, foundation system.

•

Schleier: That you had checked with him on the foundations for the different
systems and that he has approved what you have designed?
Jumper: I would like to say that he was under the impression that these walls
were load bearing walls . . that he was under the impression that they were
not carrying the walls above them. .
Steely: That is as recent as we can add.
Schleier: In other words, he has built in a tremendous safety factor. . he said
that the foundation that you have designed in this soil would be sufficient to have
load bearing walls.
Jumper: We don't have any load bearing walls on this job. The factor of safety
he had used on this job was three which is very good safety factor.
Schleier: And his three factor was on using load bearing walls 9
Jumper: Somebody led him to believe that this was a load bearing wall system
which was not so.

•

Steely: During the conversation when he was questioning our foundation system
he was led to believe it was a different structural system and we clarified that. .
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Schleier: I'm not expressing myself very well but let's go back and decide
this, if all the wall system rests on the foundation that you have designed,
there is the three time factor. .
Scott: The three time factor was, he had analyzed the footing situation, he
had decided if this footing is to settle or sink, then he built into it a factor
safety of three.
Schleier: On the assumption that it was a laid up wall without anything
supporting the different walls, the different sections - floors and walls. .
Scott: These walls. .
Abboud: He wasn't basing that report on load bearing walls.
Steely: His report was for pre -design.
Scott: For the record, let's be sure, the soils man has not checked
or approved our foundations. He has approved where we put the foundations.

•

Schleier: Has he approved them as to what weight factor - the whole weight or the weight of sections? What I am asking - suppose the deflection occurred
that Mr. McKenzie is talking about in the whole brick wall from the roof down
will be carried on a shallow foundation wall. If that happens, is the shallow
foundation wall sufficient in this soil to carry that load
Scott: This situation is really not going to happen.
Velvin: He couldn't answer that.
Schleier: I'm trying to find out if it can - do we have that much safety factor?
Velvin: He could tell us what the soil bearing pressure is and they determine
how much is going on it.
Jumper: He has approved the application of his report to this building. To
arrive at that decision--apparently there have been discussions with Mr. Flatt-certain things have been told to him and so we got with him on the phone - a
conference call - we went through the drawings and he had a set of drawings at
the other end and we went through item by item of various buildings and illustrated how we had designed those foundations and he was satisfied that the
building was designed to the specifications of the report, the soil is being
properly employed.

•

Abboud: I think his concern is are the drapings designed to carry the walls
through the height of the building ? We are saying the drapings are not
carrying the walls through height of the building. Each floor is carrying
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the wall above it through the columns down to the foundation. In reality,
if this deflection took place, the amount of deflection - you talk about two
different materials - steel and concrete. It is not going to yield. It is
not going to deflect the amount you might think it will to put all the load
down the drapings. In other words, every high rise building in this 'country,
all the weight in the walls would be on the foundation.
Scott: What Mr. Mc is proposing - I don't think that could happen. The entire
weight of those walls can't get to that foundation as I tried to draw for you
awhile ago.
Abernathy: Wally, can I put you on the spot - as we have so often. This thing
you have right now with your associate . . if differences cannot be resolved,
who will be your associate in Tyler?
Scott: We will have to get another Tyler man or move a man from Houston.
At the moment I am not very hopeful that differences can be resolved. I
cannot bring into focus why Dave has differences. I tried to tell him that
we were very sincere in our judgment and have him to go along with us.
Abernathy: You can understand our point of view with the local man.

•

Scott: This is sort of a personal thing. Hewrote a letter to CRS that unless
we did a new alternate system that he might have to withdraw from the association and I said surely we can resolve our differences. Actually, it will
be the best thing in the end if we could not be in sympathy. It will be better
without Dave.
Schleier: My main concern is that we might have Dave here with his engineer.
Many of the things could have been discussed. .
Abernathy: I am not concerned with myself, you, or Dave Wilcox but I am
concerned for the institution.
Schleier: If it would resolve itself. I think we had a very productive meeting
when we had Mr. Carver here. We had good dialogue. We have two good
architectural firms and our main concern is what is best for the college.
Mr. Carver ultimately agreed with what you had done.
Chairman McVicker: Do we have a contract with CRS?
with Dave Wilcox?

Do we have a contract

Abernathy: Indirectly with Dave Wilcox.

•

Chairman McVicker: These men have been before us many times and they
think their plan is alright. Are we going to believe these men?
Abernathy: Until I got on this Board, if I were sick I would go to a medical
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doctor.

When I needed legal advice, I would go to an attorney. .

Chairman McVicker: At some point we have to believe what CRS says.
Schleier: We are trying to resolve the matter.
Velvin: Even though our contract with them. .
McKie: You say you have real concern.
get Dave to agree with CRS system?

Is your concern that you cannot

Scott: It started that way.
McKie: Dave Wilcox works for you. You think it is a question that he does
not agree with you and you do not agree with him. To me it is that simple.
Scott: It is not that we have our backs up. We have to think about down the
road. The first time Dave talked to me, I didn't think he was serious. I
worry about our ability to work as a team.
McKie: I.s your position that unless he can agree with you, he will have to
withdraw ?

•

Scott: I am really concerned about it - and at the moment - of aligning
ourselves on the philosophy, it looks like it is going to be a big problem
to work out.
Abernathy: He would not say it that nice.
Scott: We do understand your position. We spent half of our lives in front
of Boards like yourselves. You are individuals, you have your own drive
and we respect you for i's. Only one time have we had to sever ourselves
from another architect. We have bent over backward. .
Chairman McVicker: Mr. Scott, it just seems like half a lifetime before
this Board. We hope you can resolve your differences. Mr. Wilcox is a
leading citizen of Tyler. Are there any more questions for the architects?
I entertain a motion for proposal to change the bids.
Abernathy: In the event that these bids come in. . can we sit down to work
together to bring bids . . will it cost us more money?
Scott: Not unless request made is unreasonable. If you say you want us to
completely redraw plans . . but change to save money.

•

Abernathy: Is the alternate wall #8 in excess of sarabond ?
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Steely: In excess of $150,000.

Some bidder may bid alternate cheaper.

Chairman McVicker: Mr. Scott, you want to ask us any questions?
Scott: If I had known I was going to be given this opportunity. . no.
Chairman McVicker: Do I hear a motion for proposal for change of bid
date?
Without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of
Schleier:
the June 26, 1974 and the July 10, 1974 meeting relative to construction
documents and subject to them, that the bid date be postponed to September 4, 1974.
Abernathy: Second.
BOARD ACTION: Unanimous.
Chairman McVicker: Do I hear a motion for change in bid proposal?

•

Schleier: Without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of the
June 26, 1974 and the July 10, 1974 meeting relative to construction documents and subject to them, that the bid proposals be changed as outlined by
Project Director William T. Steely, which is the elimination of proposals
#2 through #7, and that the Board request the contractors to list their
major sub-contractors, specifically mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and
structural steel, and their prices on the proposal form.
Velvin: Second.
BOARD ACTION: Unanimous.
Chairman McVicker: Do I hear a motion to approve the alternate exterior
wall system?
Schleier: Without waiving the matter as set forth in the Minutes of the
June 26, 1974 and the July 10, 1974 meeting relative to construction
documents and subject to them, the Board approve the distribution of the
exterior wall alternate #8 for inclusion in the forthcoming addendum.
Regent Velvin: Second.
BOARD ACTION: Unanimous.
Chairman McVicker: Special Committees reports?

•

(No reports).
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Chairman McVicker: Since Mr. Velvin has talked too much already, I will
present this request. There is an estimate that it will cost $3,500 for
additional clearing for the upper end of the lake up to 580 foot contour.
Abernathy: Will 580 foot contour interfer with any of the buildings?
Steely: I don't believe it does.
Chairman McVicker: Mr. McKenzie assured me it won't.
Abernathy: I move that we approve the extension to the contract with
Loggins Construction Company for additional site clearing at the upper
end of the lake area to 580 foot contour if it does not interfer with any
proposed building and subject to CRS approval, and further, that the cost
of this additional project not exceed $3,500.
Schleier: Second.
BOARD ACTION: Unanimous approval.

•

Chairman McVicker: I want to express appreciation of the fine efforts
of the academic people at the last Board meeting. They are doing many
things that I did not know about to make this a fine institution. I also
want to compliment the Building Committee for their fine work and the
many hours they have spent, and also CRS.
Velvin: I appreciate your confidence and I also appreciate CRS's indulgences
in our questions. These have been questions that were not necessarily mine
but that have been asked me and we needed to get an answer.
Regent Abernathy moved and Regent McKie seconded that the Board meeting
adjourn at 6:10 p.m.

•

